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WELCOME AND OVERVIEW

MR. M LLER: Good norning. |'mJohn MIler, Regional
Director of FEMA, Region 7 in Kansas City. |I'mhere to wel cone
you this norning to the At-Large Stakehol ders Meeting on behal f
of Director Wtt and Kay Gaus (phonetic), who is the Associate
Director of Preparedness, Training, and Exercises. | don't want
to | eave anybody out here. On behalf of ny coll eagues in Regi on
6, Buddi e Young, who was not able to be here, and Mchelle
Berquette (phonetic), in Chicago, who was not able to be here, |
want to welcome you to St. Louis, to the Central Territory, to
Region 7 actually, but if you go, -- which way is east? If you
go east, how far? Ten mles, you'll be in Region 5. So, we
wel come you to the Central Territory.

I was | ooking at the sign-in sheets and | noticed that

we have fol ks here fromMchigan. And | was readi ng down through

and | saw the State of ARK-ANS-AS. | went to school in
Kansas, and in Kansas they call it Ar-Kansas. And in Arkansas
they call it Arkansas. So, whether you're from Arkansas or Ar-

Kansas, we've got sone folks fromthat state, too.

I wanted to talk to you just a monment this norning. |
told a story in Kansas City. This sunmer | was at a cl ass
reunion of ny wife, -- and we won't tal k about how many years ago
that was, and | ran into a woman there, when | told her what |
did, she was, -- she lived within the EPZ of one of our nucl ear

power plants. And out of the blue she basically said to ne,
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"VWhat ever you're doing, please keep doing it, because those of us
that Iive next to those power plants rely on you to make sure
that if, in the outside chance sonethi ng happens, we can be safe
and our families can be safe". So, as we |ook to the neeting

today, as we are part of this Stakehol ders Meeting, as you make

your comments, as you listen to the presentations, | have tal ked
to
Matthew, -- tell me your |ast nane, Mtthew?

MR. ALGEC Al geo

MR. M LLER: Al geo, on the NPR a coupl e of days ago.
And one of the things that | stressed to himis that even though
we | ook at changi ng sone of the rules; at |ooking at
stream ining, that the health and safety of the people that live
around the nucl ear power plants are our biggest concern and we
do not want to | ose sight of that goal

So, agai n, on behalf of those of us in the Central
Territory, welcone. I would invite you as, -- before Anne cones
up, that | think there's going to be some, -- this is not church,
so that, you know, you cone in and sit in the back of the room
if you, -- | think there's gonna be sone slides, is that not
right?

M. MARTIN:  Right.

MR. M LLER: You m ght want to nove forward so that
you have a better view. Again, welconme, and | ook forward to a

fruitful nmeeting. And, I'Il turn it over to Anne Martin
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MS. MARTI N Thank you, Director MIller. [|I'm Anne
Martin, the Deputy Director of the Exercises Division at FEMA
Headquarters, and also Chair of the Strategic Review Steering
Commttee that's undertaking the process that we're here today to
review. | see many famliar faces in the audience. Sone of you
were at Kansas City in Septenber, and this is the overview, just
as we presented in Septenber, but, would |like to begin again.

I n Decenmber of 1979, when FEMA was given the
responsibility for off-site radi ol ogi cal energency response
pl anning, the mission then, just as it is now, is the protection
of public health and assuring public safety around comerci al
nucl ear power plants. Well, fifteen years later, in
approxi mately February of 1994, between February and Septenber of
'96, NEMA, the National Energency Management Associ ation, at
their neetings, the PT&E Conmittee passed several resolutions
regarding the REP Program In addition, in 1994 to 1997, the
Nat i onal REP Conference attendees submtted proposed changes to
FEMA regarding the REP Program In My of 1995, the Nucl ear
Energy Institute submtted a Wite Paper suggesting changes to
the REP Program And then, actually, some changes were made in
February of 1995 in Kansas City, when the Standard Exercise
Report format was devel oped, fondly known as the SERF Report.
Well, all of these activities, the NEMA resol utions, the National
REP Conference resolutions, NEI Wite Paper, various comments

that cane out of regional REP conferences that had been held
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around the conmttee, -- country, indicated that, yes, perhaps it
was tinme to take a conprehensive | ook at the REP Programin 1997;
about seventeen years after the programfirst began. So, in June
of 1996, Director Wtt directed that the first Conprehensive REP
Program Revi ew woul d be undertaken. Now, the national stage al so
set the stage for this, because the current adm nistration was
conducting the National Performance Review. That, of course, is
| ooking at the public service rendered by the Federal Governnent
to revalidate prograns and procedures to be sure that they are
appropriate for the current time. As a result of the Governnent

Per f ormance and Results Act, of course, the Federal Governnent

was directed to take an in-depth at performance criteria and al so
the results comng out of active prograns. There were two Acts
that, when we began the strategic review of the REP Programt hat

we had to take into consideration. One is the Federal Advisory

Committee Act. That's an Act that's adm nistered by the Genera

Services Adm nistration. And that, in essence, says that the
Federal Governnent, to participate with the public in any policy-
maki ng, Federal conmittee nust be established. That's been an
ei ghteen to twenty-four nonth process. So, that told us that we
woul d have to involve the public in a different way than perhaps
our CGovernment partners. The other Act that forned the basis for

the strategic review is the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act . Many

of you may be famliar with that. That was signed by President
Ainton in March of 1995. And, in essence, it said that agencies
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shoul d seek out actively state, local and tribal views prior to
i npl emrenting any prograns, and that agencies should consult wth
a wde variety of Governnment entities, taking place as early as
possi bl e when a programis either devel oped or revised.

I nmentioned the nodel that the conmttee has used is

the Governnent's Performance and Results Act nodel. That, in

essence, says that the first activity is a needs assessnent.

Look at the program |ook at the procedures; | ook at the current
need for the program to assess the objectives. As | nentioned
early, the objective in 1997, remains the sane as it did in 1979.
And that's protection of the public health and safety around
commerci al plants. The GPRA nodel dictates that strategies be
devel oped for this particular review And that we did. And,
also, to identify the stakeholders. The stakeholders that we
identified for the strategic review of the REP Programis, of
course, anyone who has a stake or an interest in the program As
I nentioned, that certainly includes the | ocal government, state
governments, tribal governments, the public citizen, the power

pl ants, and al so ot her Federal departments and agenci es.

Anot her nodel that we used that differed a bit from
planning in the past, -- or, | should say in the past, quite
often the Linear Planning Moddel is used. That is where a plan is
devel oped, -- John nentioned when we were chatting earlier about
the, -- inside the belt-way; often the plan is devel oped inside

the belt-way, then that results in a draft docunent which is then
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i nplemrented. Well, to undertake the strategic review of the REP
Program we used the Accordion Planning Mddel. And if you'll I ook
closely at that overhead, the circles indicate the Strategic

Revi ew Steering Comm ttee, and the squares, at the top and the
bottom indicate our stakeholders. So, you can see the Strategic
Revi ew Steering Conm ttee began work and then went out to the
state and | ocal stakeholders. The Strategic Review Steering
Comm ttee, again, took in those comments, then we went to the
Federal stakehol ders. That was a neeting that was held in
Novenber, and I'll tell you a little bit nore about that shortly.
And now, we're at that third block which is the public

st akehol ders. We're here for your conmments to the Strategic
Review Steering Commttee. And | mght nmention that all of the
commttee nmenbers are here today. Only at that point will a
draft document be devel oped, and then that will go back out again

for public comment in the Federal Register. Then,

recommendati ons and any inplenmentation would result fromthat.

So, let me take you on the actual, -- an assessnent of
how the strategic review has been conducted. In July of 1996,
the strategic review was announced, and that was done in the

Federal Register. That Federal Register notice, |'msure many,

or all of you perhaps saw it. That said,
"Tell us, -- this is an opportunity. Any
comments you, perhaps, have wanted to make

at any point in time, this is an opportunity
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to do that. Just please send us your

comment s about the REP Progrant .
This notice was open for a hundred and twenty days, and resulting
fromthat were sixty respondents with a hundred and seventy-ei ght
specific comments. You'll see on the next transparency the mgjor
topic areas for those comments. As you can see, the majority of
them were on exercises. The conmittee took those comments, al ong
with the NEMA resol utions, the National REP Conference comments,
all of the coments that have conme in fromregional conferences,

and the NEI Wiite Paper, studied those, deliberated, and from all

of those concepts, -- fromall of those comments, four principa
concepts emerged. And those concepts you'll be hearing today.
They' Il be presented very shortly. The concepts are: Del egated

State; Exercise Streamining; Partnership in the REP Program and
t he Radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP. W'I||l go into a bit nore
detail, as | nentioned, in the presentations.

Now, I'd like to tell you alittle bit about the
Strategic Review Steering Comm ttee, because, again, we
established the Steering Conmittee with an eye to bringing
everyone to the table who could represent the managenent and the
interest in the REP Program In light of that, the Nuclear
Regul atory Commi ssion is part of the Steering Comm ttee, both the
Enmer gency Preparedness side of NRC, as well as the Response side.
We have included the Preparedness, Training, and Exercises

Regi onal Managenent, where the responsibility for the program
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lies. W' ve included the Regional Advisory Conmittee Chairs, and
al so representatives fromREP Policy and REP Training in FEMA
Headquarters. And, I'd also like to nention that the REP Chairs
for the territory are here. Wodie Curtis fromRegion 5, Larry
Earp from Region 6 and Bob Bissell fromRegion 7. So, if you
gentl emen would like to stand up for a nmonent, |'m sure you know
everyone. Thank you.

So, taking all of those comments in January of '97, the
Strategi c Review Steering Comm ttee began deliberations. Also in
January of '97, change was nade to the program And | know all
of you are famliar with the Regional Advisory Commttee, or the
Regi onal Assistance Conmittee; we established what's known as the
RACAC Act. The Regional Assistance Committee Chairs Advisory
Committee. And this was an opportunity for the RACAC chairs to
del i berate together; to discuss nmutual concerns; to | ook at
provi ding for consistency across all of the FEMA regi on across
t he nati on. The RACAC(s) had been in existence for, -- oh, over
twenty years. And, of course, when FEMA becane responsible for
the programin 1979, FEMA took advantage of that infrastructure,
but, in essence, the RACAC(s) had been, -- until 1997, had not
had a forumfor the Chairs to cone together to discuss issues.

In July of "97, this commttee reviewed the Concept
Papers that you'll be reviewing today. And in Septenber, as |
menti oned earlier, we had the Governnent Stakeholders Meeting in

Kansas City. That was designated stakehol ders from | ocal
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governments, fromthe state governnments, as well as triba

gover nnment s. In Novenmber of '97, just last nonth, we had what we
cal l ed our "Federal Forunm. And that was representatives of

ot her departments and agenci es, or RACAC nenbers who net in
Dal l as to, again, review the same Concept Papers that you'll be
reviewi ng today. And this nonth, Decenber, we are hol di ng our

At - Large Public Stakehol ders Meeting. The first one was held on
Tuesday in San Francisco. O course, today we're here in the
mdwest, in St. Louis, and tonorrow we'll be presenting the
Concept Papers in Washington, D.C., for the eastern territory.

These neetings were noticed in the Federal Register, with press

rel eases, and, of course, as | nentioned, are open to the public.
And in January of 1998, we anticipate having a neeting and
taki ng the Concept Papers to our own FEMA staff, who are
responsi ble for the program

So, what's in the future? Were are we going with al
of the comrents that we receive today and at the other public
meetings? The committee anticipates that in March all of the
comments will be assessed, will be | ooked at in the context of
t he Concept Papers, and by March of '98, proposed recommendati ons
woul d be made to FEMA Director Wtt. O course, any

recommendat i ons woul d be published in the Federal Register, as |

mentioned earlier, with a conment period. And then in June,
roughly six nonths from now, specific programreconmrendati ons
woul d be nmade to Director Wtt. And, of course, after those
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program reconmendati ons are approved by Director Wtt, any that
are, or all that are, then the FEMA regi ons and headquarters
woul d i nmpl ement any changes that would result fromthat.

That concludes ny briefing. Here's the agenda for
today, indicating the Concept Paper presentation, and then the
public coment period. As tinme allows, we may take sone
liberties with those tinmes. What we will not change, of course,
is your opportunity for comments. So, there will be adequate
opportunity for that. | also would point out that we have a
recorder who will be docunenting the entire proceeding, and the
transcript of today's neeting wll be placed on the FEMAN REP hone
page or the FEMA honme page on the web site. A transcript of
today's neeting, the San Franci sco neeting, and al so the
Washi ngt on neeti ng.

So, now, it's ny pleasure to introduce to you M. Rick
Auman. Rick is with Human Technol ogi es, |ncorporated, and we
have contracted with Human Technol ogies to facilitate these
meetings. So, Rick will now take us through the presentation of
t he Concept Papers.

MR, AUMAN: Thanks, Anne. 1'Ill be the Mbderator
today. And | would like to just spend a few m nutes talking
about some ground rules for today so that we have the opportunity
to both answer your questions about these Concept Papers, if you
have any, and, as well, get your comments about these at the same

time later on this norning. As you saw in your Agenda, each of
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t hese Concept Papers will be presented in overview For those of
you who have been to other stakehol ders neetings this will be
nmore of a review than an overview, but for those of you who have
not seen the Concept Papers before you'll get an overvi ew of each
of those Concept Papers. We would ask you during that tinme to
ask, -- to hold your questions until the end of the
presentations. There will be tine for questions at the end of
each presentation. So, if you'd just jot those down and wait
until the end of the presentation we'll take themat that tine.

If you do have clarifying questions, questions about the Concept
Papers, we woul d ask you to cone to the m crophone in the center
here (indicating). Wth the smaller nunbers we decided to just
go with one mcrophone this norning. So, if you'd just cone to
the m crophone in the front 1'Il just give you the nod when we're
ready to start taking questions and you can cone up and answer
(sic) those. Later on today, our schedul e
is currently set to begin prepared cormments at 1:30. However, if
we get through these Concept Papers and there are not questions,
we will begin prepared comments this norning as tinme permts.

But we will stay until we have gotten through all of those
comments that you have. W' ve asked that each of you limt your
comments to five mnutes. W did that specifically because we
want to nake sure everyone has the opportunity to provide
comments. However, with the nunbers being what they are today

and the time we have available, if you would like to take another
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shot, conme back up and have sonething else to offer, we would
certainly welcone that. W'd just ask you to go to the back of
the line and then conme through again. Because we only have one
m crophone, we'll sinply cue up in the center here, and I'11I
indicate to each of you as you cone through. There will be
sonmebody there to brief you on

the, -- before you begin your comments, we're gonna ask you to
gi ve us your nane and your affiliation. And before you begin
your comments, -- that will help our, -- a stenographer over here
who's taking notes, as well as let everybody el se know t he
context of your perspective that you're offering here.

W will take the last comments at 3:55, if it |asts
that long, and we'll end at four o' clock. Again, we wll accept
all witten cooments, but given the anmount of tine we have today
I don't think we'll go that long. But, we'll certainly, -- if
you have those things to say, we'll stay that long and listen to
them Are there any questions about the ground rules for today?

(No Verbal Response)

MR, AUMAN: If not, we'll start wit h our first

presentation on the Partnership Paper. That will be presented by

Sharon Stoffel and Mary Lynne M| er
PARTNERSHIP CONCEPT PAPER
M5. M LLER: Good norning. M nane is Mary Lynne
Mller, I"'mwith FEMA Region 4 fromthe Atlanta Regional Ofice
Wth me today is Stanley Mlntosh, who's ny very able slide
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flipper. Stanley is from FEVMA Region 2 in New York, and Sharon
Stoffel is wwth FEMA Region 1 in Boston. So, you've got kind of
a wde variety of geographic locations for you. So, John MIler
-- there's representation I would say from probably all over the
country here.

As Anne indicated, basically the role of the commttee
was to take in comments, and, of course, this is true of all the
papers, but just to highlight, -- to look at the comments that
we' ve received, take in the feedback fromthe stakehol ders and
assimlate these into overall broad Concept Papers. And what
seenmed to energe fairly quickly for us as we | ook through these
papers, was a theme of increased partnership and increased open
comuni cation. So, basically, that seened to energe as the
partnership concept. And we're presenting that to you first
today, because it is nore or |less of an over-arching subject.

So, it will probably kind of set the stage for the other Concept
Papers i n general . And, of course, the basic
issue is, should the role traditionally assuned by FEMA be

nmodi fied fromthat principally fornerly of an evaluator of state
and local ability to inplenment emergency response plans, to one
nmore defined as a partnership, with a broader rel ationship, and,
again, to include nore open conmmuni cation. And as we | ooked at
the topic it seenmed to pretty nmuch enmerge into four primary topic
areas. And | will present the first two sections of that, and

then turn it over to Sharon, who will give you the second two.
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The first two sections are, -- the first is Performnce, which
centers on basic aspects of actually acconplishing the program
The second is Policy, and the different nodes of devel oping
actual policy. Sharon will then pick up with Technica
Assi stance, and ways that can be increased, and Federal exercise
participation. And, with these four topic areas | think | really
shoul d point out that they are really rather independent. In
ot her words, any of these various areas could be inplenented
wi thout the others, and really would not affect the integrity of
any particular one. But, of course, the nore of these that would
be adopted, of course, the partnership itself would be
substantially enhanced.

Beginning first then with the Performance Section.
Many conmenters proposed that federal, state, local and triba
government entities all have the sanme goal of protecting health
and safety of the public. And, so, many comrents received
focused on providing nore flexibility to state and | ocal
governnents, and reducing federal oversight in general. And,
many conmenters relay that the environnment that we exist in now
is particularly applicable to this type of environnent in REP, in
the way it has evolved over the years since the program was
created. First, over the years that the program has existed, a
very excellent definition of the capability that nust exist
within a state and | ocal government to protect the public has

been refined fairly intensively. And at the sanme tine, the
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experience | evel of those entities has increased over those
years. So, the commenters maintain that that conbination of
definition and experience really take us to a point where a
hi gher degree of control over the program by those entities is
appropri ate.

It's kind of a busy slide, et me kind of walk you
through this. The nodel that's being used, and | think, --
know this is probably not new to too many people. Anne nentioned

in her presentation about the Governnent Performance Results Act

essentially being used as a nodel by the Federal Government in
strategic planning. In the context of REP, this program -- GPRA
would really involve a tier structure of strategic goal setting.
And, of course, starting at the top with Goals, which support
the mssion, it's envisioned that this would, -- or could be nore
or less of a national process of setting goals for the program
Then noving into Results Focused Objectives, and normally, a
course at that |evel of strategic planning performnce neasures
are added to really gauge where you are in the process. Wich
the envision of that is that it would be a national process, wth
st akehol ders i nvolved, so there's a commpn direction for the
program noving. And then, at the next level, in nore of a
state/l ocal unique aspect, after those national goals have been
establ i shed, to nove into uni que outcones. I n other words, not
prescriptive in how you would get there, but just where you're

going; just pretty nmuch the nodel for GPRA. And those would be
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uni que to state and | ocal governnents. And, | guess the basic
guestion that has energed, -- we had that suggested in a nunber
of papers, | guess the question that would enmerge fromthat is, -
- and this is the feedback we would Iike to hear fromyou, is REP
al ready there? 1In other words, is the program al ready well
focused enough that the objectives and goals are already well set
enough that it's not really necessary to go back and go into a
strategic review beyond a course, -- the process that we're
overtaki ng here.

Now, at the bottomof the slide you'll see on the left-
hand side the initials "PPA". That is a Performance Partnership

Agreements. And, basically, the National Performance Revi ew Act

recommended t hat Performance Partnership Agreenents, or PPA(s),
be established between various |levels of government. And, this
is one way that the Strategic Review process can take place. And
a nunber of commenters recommended that REP be included in the
Perf ormance Partnership Agreenments that FEMA has with each state
in a non-disaster context. O course, the funding that cones
fromthe utilities to state and | ocal governnment does not come

t hrough FEMA, and this paper does not recommend a change in that
process to insert it through the PPA. The PPAis really not a
fundi ng docunent, but a strategic goal setting docunent. And,
actual ly, the paper points out that the use of the PPA in the
sense that as long as the strategic goal setting process takes

pl ace, the PPA aspect is sonmewhat optional. But, we'd like to
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know what you think in terns of that placenent of REP in the PPA
Next slide please, Stanley.

There's a little bit of a disconnect in terns of the
| ettering between the paper and the slides. So, if you're
famliar with it let nme just, -- so you' re not confused. There
is a Section Bin the paper itself, it was an evaluation section.
And we found as we noved through the paper that it duplicated
t he Exercise Streanmining Paper, which you'll hear later on this
norning. So, we've actually noved that section into that paper.
So, there's a little bit of a disconnect. Actually, Policy
Devel oprment is Item C in the paper that you have in front of you,
moving into that second area. Excuse ne. |I'mtrying to cone
down with a cold; I've been traveling too nuch

In the Policy area, the recomendati on was to, of
course, broaden stakehol der involvenent in the devel opnent of
ongoi ng policy. And various input nmeasures were recomended in
the input, including use of workshops and conferences, anpbng
others. And, Anne nentioned the Kansas City conference, where
t he Standard Eval uation Report Format, or SERF was devel oped.
And that was brought up as a positive process nodel by a nunber
of the commenters. And, the comments, frankly, that we've
received to date, from our stakeholders as we' ve noved t hrough
this process have been very positive in terns of the feedback and
feed-in. | know sone of you were in Kansas Cty, and, overall

we've had a fairly good approval rating on that increased
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st akehol der process. And, of course, the pros of continuing,
and, in fact, increasing stakehol der involvenent in policy

devel opnent include increased ownership, inproved consi stency,
and broader access to technical expertise. Wich, of course,
exists at the state and local level. |1t does have to be

recogni zed, however, in going through that type of process, as
we' ve discovered as this commttee, that it does take tinme to get
t hat stakeholder input. And, so, in order to get into that in-
depth anal ysis, you know, one must accept that you're going
through a nore | engthy process. Certainly what you get at the
end is certainly nore worth it. That's all for policy. [1'll now
turn it over to Sharon, who will pick up for the bal ance of the
paper. Thank you.

M5. STOFFEL: Good norning. |'mgoing to be tal king
wi th you about technical assistance ideas that were conveyed to
us. Let nme first explain that we're using the term "Technica
assi stance," but not in a purely technical way. The context is
much broader than purely radiol ogi cal technical assistance. It
woul d al so extend to planning and programmati c ki nds of
assi st ance.

As Mary Lynne has suggested, there were a great deal of
comment s suggesting that FEMA shift its enphasis away from
prescriptive evaluation to one, -- a role of nore technica
assi stance provider, to states, tribal nations and | ocal

government. And, by doing this, we would inprove the partnership
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relati onship of FEMA with these various entities; we would nove
fromour role of evaluator, to one of facilitator/educator. And,
with the ultimate desired goal of inproved custoner service.
Sone of the suggestions in the paper that had to do wth
techni cal assistance included plan inprovenment. Which would nean
that we would, -- we at FEMA woul d provide nore assistance with
ener gency preparedness plans. A second consideration has to do
with training assistance. And, again, the reconmendations, or
t he suggestions in the paper had to do with FEMA' s increased
participation in training efforts on the part of states, triba
nations and | ocal governnents. Courtesy evaluations are
happening in parts of the country, and the idea would be to
continue and to expand perform ng these courtesy eval uati ons,
which are | ess threatening, and when they're conducted during
rehearsals, give the exercise players an opportunity to correct
action m dstream

Radi ol ogi cal monitoring. It was proposed that FEMA
work with the other Federal agencies to identify radiol ogical
monitoring and assessnent capabilities to determ ne where nore
effort is needed and to work with the affected entities to
acconpli sh neeting those needs.

It is suggested in the paper that we make use of the
internet. And one neans of doing that is to create a web site
for technical assistance.

Enphasis on corrective actions versus grading. The
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i dea would be to correct issues during drills or exercises, and
with | ess enphasis on the ultimte grade, the real enphasis being
on the |l earning experience. And that is felt to inprove

rel ati onshi ps, as has been noted before. It was suggested that
FEVA take a nore active role in the energency alert system
Speci al needs: Data assistance. FEMA could provide a role of

assistance in dealing with the Privacy Act issues surrounding

that area of activity. There were other areas nentioned,
principally, technical assistance conferences and nore site
visits. Essentially, the effort being one of getting out into
the field and working with our entities nore on a face-to-face
basi s.

The last part of the paper has to do with Federa
Exercise Participation. |If there were to be nore extensive
federal participation in exercises that would give our partners
i nproved know edge of federal plans and the resources that woul d
be expected if there were to be a real incident. It would afford
us the opportunity to exercise the relationship between the
Federal Radi ol ogi cal Energency Response Pl an and the Feder al
Response Plan. A major consideration in having nore federal
participation is resources and there would need to be a far
greater comm tnent of resources on the part of the federa
agencies involved, in order to conmt to a desired greater |eve
of federal participation.

Those are the four nmajor areas of our, -- of the
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Partnership Paper. 1'd like to thank you for your attention.
MR.  AUMAN: W have tine for questions now, if you
have any.
(M. Brown, Standing For Question)
MR,  AUMAN: Yeah, pl ease.
MR, BROWN: My name is, -- is this on?

23

MR,  AUMAN: Flip the switch there, it may, -- right on

the side. There you go.

MR. BROMN: There we go. M nane is Charles Brown,
with the Southern Nucl ear Operating Conpany, Plant Atch
(phonetic), in Birm ngham Alabama. A question | want to bring
up is on the Item9, FEMA |iaisons spending nore tinme in the
field. And, you' re talking down here at the bottomthat funding
woul d be a consideration. Are you talking about increased
funding or a decrease in funding?

M5. M LLER: | believe the presunption, -- | don't
think this is on.

(Pause)

M5. M LLER: I think the underlying presunption in the

effort that we've all undertaken in the streamining effort is
not to look to increasing funding. | think

it's, -- our orientation will be to, -- nore efficient use of
funding and a possibility of a | essor level of activity in terns
of resource commtment. But, essentially, | think reallocation

of resources would be the primary consideration in terns of use
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of current manpower.
MR.  AUMAN: Any ot her questions?
(No Verbal Response)
MR AUMAN: If not, I'Il thank Sharon and Mary Lynne
and Stanley. And, our second paper on Radiol ogical Focus will be

presented by Falk Kantor, Tom Essig, Bill MMNutt and Marcus

Wche.
RADIOLOGICAL FOCUS CONCEPT PAPER

MR. KANTOR: Good norning. |I'm Falk Kantor. I'mwth
the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmission. |'ma menber of the Strategic
Review Steering Commttee. And I'Il be assisted in ny

presentation here this norning by Tom Essig of the NRC, Bill
McNutt of FEMA, and Marcus Wche, al so of FEMA

If you |l ook at the REP Program and how it devel oped and
how we got to where we are today, you'll see there was somne
gui dance that was issued in the early '70(s), if you're famliar

with the publication called "NuReg-75/111," referred to in sone

pl aces as the "Checklist". That docunent recommended that the
plan format be a general State Energency Plan, a stand-al one, a
Radi ol ogi cal Energency Response Plan or RERP, and then standard
operating procedures. Well, as the world of enmergency managenent
has matured, we have noved nore toward a direction of all-hazards
planning. 1In fact, if you examne FEMA's M ssion Statenent
today, one of the goals of FEMA is to establish, in concert with

FEMA' s partners, a national energency managenent systemthat is
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conpr ehensi ve, risk-based, and all-hazards in approach. So, we
received quite a few comments related to noving the REP Program
nmore into the all-hazards approach to energency nanagenent. And
a related i ssue devel oped, as we | ooked at the all-hazards
approach, and the issue becane, "Wuld the REP Program be nore
effective and stream ining by focusing nore on radiol ogi ca
activities and | ess on non-radiol ogical activities?" So, that is
the issue in this Concept Paper.

As background, our commttee reviewed the enmergency
pl anni ng standards, the evaluation criteria, NuReg-0654. W
| ooked at the exercise objectives in FEMA REP-14, the
denmonstration criteria, and also the points of review in FEMA
REP- 15. W examined the regulatory basis for REP as presented in
NRC and FEMA regul ations to see if there was any inpedinent to
moving in this direction. And, we also took a very prelimnary
| ook at the extent of changes that m ght be required in program
gui dance docunents if we noved in the direction of focusing nore
on rad and I ess on the generic aspects of energency response.
But, keeping in mnd all the while, that under the current
program al |l energency planni ng standards nmust be nmet, and the
resulting REP Program as been nentioned earlier, must continue to
provi de reasonabl e assurance that the public health and safety
can be protected. However, how this would be acconplished may
differ fromwhat is already in place. And that's the direction

our strategic reviewis noving in.
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In looking at the all-hazards approach FEMA has issued

a guide, State and Local Guide 101, Cuidance For All-Hazards

Energency Pl anning was issued Septenber '96. And it recommended

a basi c energency operations plan which would be conposed of a
basi c plan, functional annexes made up of the core functions of
EOP, such as direction, control, communi cations and so forth, and
t hen hazards-specific appendi ces which could, of course, be a
nucl ear power plant accident. And, several states have nodified
their plans to resenble the all-hazards approach. Sone states
are nore advanced than others. 1In Kansas City we got feedback
fromquite a few of the states and | ocal organizations present as
to how they have attenpted to accommbdate REP in their all-hazard
pl anning. But, it becane apparent to us at |east, that the
format of the plan was not really the issue. |If you just
reformatted your plan to fit an all-hazards format from a
strategic review point, not nuch has really been gained. And
then, regardless of the format, the personnel that they' re going
to inplenent need to be famliar with the plans and procedures
and be able to denpnstrate that they can respond to an acci dent.
So, as | nentioned, we reviewed the NuReg-0654 planning
standards and evaluation criteria, and it quickly became apparent
that these do not readily lend thenselves to dividing into a
radi ol ogi cal versus non-radi ol ogi cal standards or eval uation
criteria. It |ooked nore useful to us to | ook closer at the

exerci se objectives in REP-14, the denobnstration criteria in
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(14), and the points of review found in the FEMA REP-15. In
| ooki ng at these exercise objectives and trying to identify the
purely non-radiol ogical ones, we identified a few, four you see
listed there. And even these can be argunentative as to whether
they are purely non-radiological in function. But, there are a
couple that, you know, clearly were, -- could be considered non-
radiological. Now, if you |look at the objectives that have
components of both radi ol ogi cal and non-radi ol ogi cal aspects to
them there are quite a few nore as you can see, listed there.
bj ectives such as, -- oh, direction and control, conmmunications
alert and notification, all have aspects of radiol ogi cal versus
generic response activities. And then, exploring further, if you
| ook at the objectives that are clearly radiological in function,
you see there's another group that can be readily identified as
being primarily radiol ogical functions.

So, that was our | ook at that. And none of these are
set in concrete, by the way, that was just our view of the
obj ectives and how they m ght | end thensel ves to radiol ogi cal
ver sus non-radi ol ogi cal

And state and | ocal governnents have been denonstrating
the ability to neet these objectives in exercises over the years,
and they're quite confortable in that approach. And, the
question developed, "Is it practicable to separate the objectives
denmonstration criteria and points of review that are considered

radi ol ogical, fromthe ones that are non-radiological? And if
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so, which ones?" That was one of the questions we have on the
commttee. For exanple, if you | ook at the objective of

comuni cations, it appears to be generic in function. Every
exerci se, all-hazards exercise or any response to actual events

i nvol ve conmuni cati ons of sone certain extent. However, sone of
the denonstration criteria, sonme of the aspects of conmmunications
are definitely radiol ogical, such as comruni cati ons between

vari ous emergency response facilities, communications between
response facilities and field teans, and other comuni cati ons

i nvolving the radi ol ogical matters. Now, the question is, "Can
the functions be separated wi thout affecting the execution of the
exerci se?" Another objective we | ooked at for an exanple, is
staffing. There is a guidance that staffing, -- full staffing
shoul d be denonstrated once every six years, but, twenty-four
hour staffing appears to be generic, and could be denobnstrated in
ot her nmeans. However, there is an aspect to it that involves
radi ol ogi cal activities, and that's when one shift repl aces
another, a briefing should take place, inform ng the oncom ng
shift of the status of the plant, radiological conditions,
effective actions and that sort of thing. So, there's a
radi ol ogi cal aspect to that function also. Then, if you | ook at
the concept of the integrated exercise itself, the regul ations
have sonme requirenments or discussion of the, -- an exercise. An
exerci se should test the integrated capabilities of all the

partici pating organi zations, the licensee, state and | ocal
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response organi zations. The regul ations speak about testing the
maj or observabl e portions of the on-site and off-site response
agenci es and nobilization of resources. And the regulations, of
course, also speak about requiring a exercise on a bi-annual
once every two year, basis.

So, in order to conduct a truly integrated exercise as
our regulations require, it's necessary to include sone of these
non-r adi ol ogi cal aspects in the exercise, the so-called "glue,"
comuni cations, direction and control, nobilization, staffing.
Those sort of things all are required to have, -- to be perforned
when you do a full exercise. So, in that sense, it is difficult
to separate out the radiological fromthe non-radiol ogical.

So, as a working group here in the conmttee, we
devel oped a possible alternative approach to the fully integrated
exerci se, and Tom Essig is going to discuss that with you

MR ESSI G First, we'll walk you through a flow chart
here that we have. The alternative approaches, as you can see
here on the left, we have Discrete Drills, Readi ness Appraisals,
Exercise Credit for Real Energencies, Expanded Use of the Annua
Letter of Certification. Those would feed into a ful
partici pati on exerci se which may be of |esser frequency, and

that, in turn, would feed into an overall adequacy fi nding.

Next, I will walk you through, -- and the next four
slides will discuss these possible alternative approaches in sone
additional detail. Discrete drills are certainly sonething that

CARTER TRANSCRI PTI ON & REPORTI NG, | NC.
(314) 231-2611




© 00 N oo o A W DN P

N DN N NN R P R R R R R R R R
a A W N P O ©O 0O N O O M W N B+ O

30

is not a new concept, and we're not trying to advertise it as
such. W already have a nunber of instances where drills are
done apart fromthe full scale exercise. And exanples of these
are the field nonitoring teans coul d be denonstrating expertise
in using survey neters and taking sanples, quite separately and
apart fromthe full-scal e exercise; energency workers
denmonstrating capability and know edge of dosinetry; direction
and control people with direction and control responsibility
show ng they understand the technical information comng fromthe
utility rad health officials and so forth. And then other
aspects of discrete drills, energency nmedical staff, this is
gquite often done as a discrete drill as many of you know,
currently. And health physics drills also could be done as a
di screte, separate drill.

The ot her concept that was shown on the flow chart were

Readi ness Appraisals. Now, this, -- the term "Readi ness
Appraisal" is something that is, -- would be somewhat new to the
program although its elenents are taken from -- many of them

are ongoing activities, such as wal k- throughs, for exanple, which
m ght be synonynous with a table top inspections, or sonething
that would be relatively new. But, certainly a review of
inventory, -- or a roster review and an inventory would not be
necessarily new. Audits of resources and verifying current
information listed in the Letters of Agreenent woul d be anot her

way of acconplishing or determ ning whether or not a state or
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| ocal governnent was ready.

The ot her possible alternative approaches, as Falk was
menti oni ng, the non-radiol ogi cal objectives could be denonstrated
in an all-hazards exercise, and then the results fromthat coul d
be coordinated with the REP eval uations. Expanding the exercise
credit for real energencies is sonething that is currently done.

And this concept would sinply continue that, and perhaps even
expand on it. And, lastly there, the State Assessnent of Pl an
Prepar edness, we coul d use an expanded Annual Letter of
Certification as another possible alternative approach

Now, we realize that focusing on the r adiol ogi ca
aspects of REP may require current changes in the REP Program a
change in the conduct and frequency of exercises as an exanple.

So, we'd like to |l eave you with sone issues to ponder
whi ch we're thinking about, and we'd ask you to think about as
well. First, can FEMA make its adequacy findings based on drills
and exerci ses, other preparedness activities conbined with | ess
frequent, full-scale exercise participation? And if so, how?

Can we focus on the radiol ogi cal aspects without affecting the
exerci se process. That is, or would we | ose sonething there?

How, and with what frequency can we nake judgnments on reasonabl e
assurance under this, -- under a revised format? Wuld nore
focus on the radiol ogical function fragnent the exerci se process?

Does the enphasis on radiol ogi cal aspects, and | ess enphasis on

generic, nerit further consideration? And, with that, 1'd like
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to turn it over to Bill MNMNutt, if you have sone additiona
conment s.

MR, MCNUTT: Good norning. |I'mBill MNutt. I'mwth
the State and Local Preparedness Division at FEMA Headquarters.
And | just want to enphasis that, --

MR,  AUMAN: "' mnot sure your m crophone's worKing,
Bill.

MR, MCNUTT: It's not working?

MR AUMAN: Try again. See if that's turned on. Talk
alittle closer to it.

MR, MCNUTT: Al'l right. Can you hear ne?

MR ESSI G Just speak louder, Bill.

MR, MCNUTT: Al right.

MR ESSI G This one (indicating), isn't working. |If
t hey can hear you speak, --

MR, MCNUTT: kay.

MR, ESSI G -- okay. Go ahead and speak.

MR, MCNUTT: I just want to enphasize that the essence
of this concept is the alternative approach. An alternative
approach by whi ch FEMA woul d make findings on the adequacy of
off-site plan and preparedness. As you' ve just heard, the
el ements of this approach include discrete radiological drills,
whi ch woul d invol ve an eval uator or maybe two eval uators at these
various discrete drills. Mich less than what is now required, a

nore eval uator-intensive exercise. For these drills you plug in
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t he readi ness assessnents, and FEMA has a docunent called "The
Capabil ity Assessnent for Readiness,"” which will assist a state
in doing these type of things, and docunmenting them W add to
that, your participation in, -- state participation and |ocals,
in other types of exercises other than REP, as well as expandi ng
the credit for responding to real energencies, and then expandi ng
the Letter of Certification, whereby a state certify that they
have done certain periodic requirenents fromthe, -- from our

gui dance in NuReg-0654. You tie these all together, and what
have you got? Well, you m ght not have nuch unl ess you then step
back and | ook at the frequency of the exercise. And to that
proposal would include a view of that frequency to perhaps, maybe
relaxing it to once every three years or once every four years.

So, that's the essence of this alternative approach
And we'd be glad to hear any comments you have.

MR, AUMAN: Thanks, Bill. Questions?

(No Verbal Response)

MR, AUMAN: No? |If not, thank you, Bill, Mrcus, Tom
and Fal k. The next presentation will be on Exercise
Streamlining. That will be presented by Janet Lanb, Wodie
Curtis and Bob Bissell.

EXERCISE STREAMLINING CONCEPT PAPERS
V5. LAMB: Thank you, Rick. Good norning, everyone.
My nanme is Janet Lanmb, |I'mthe Regional Assistance Conmittee
Chai rperson from FEMA Region 3 in Phil adel phia. And with nme is
CARTER TRANSCRI PTI ON & REPORTI NG, | NC.
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Wodie Curtis, the Regional Assistance Conmittee Chairperson from
Region 5 in Chicago, and Bob Bissell, the Regi onal Assistance
Comm ttee Chairperson fromRegion 7 in Kansas City.

VWhen we initially began our review of your conments, it
becane evident very quickly that many of those comments, -- and
think there were eighty-nine separate comments that specifically
related to exercises and the exercise evaluation process. W
took all of those comments and separated theminto |ike groups,
and we quickly al so discovered that there nay be severa
di fferent ways and nethods that we could use to come to the
concl usi on that reasonabl e assurance does exist, that the health
and safety of the citizens around our nucl ear power stations can
be protected.

We have conme up with eight areas that we wll discuss
in a few mnutes, that could be used beyond just the exercise
eval uati on process, to cone to those reasonabl e assurance
conclusions. W would like to say that we would consi der each of
these, not individually, but as part of the group, to provide
t hat reasonabl e assurance. Wile we were devel opi ng the Exercise
Streanl i ni ng Paper we al so | ooked to devel opi ng an eval uati on
tool that was nmuch nore results oriented than the current
eval uation tool. And a sanple of what we cane up with has been
attached to the Exercise Streamining Paper. W would |ike you
to be aware that this is only one approach of how the eval uati on

tool could be nodified to be nore results based, than objective
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driven. And, Bob Bissell will now discover, -- discuss each of
the eight topics that are contained in our paper.

MR Bl SSELL: Thanks, Jan. Mrning. As Jan said, we
consol i dated the comrents down to ei ght separate approaches to
stream i ne the exercise evaluation process. Sone of the itens
I"ll go over this norning you' ve heard in nore detail this
nmorning in the previous papers. Wat we've tried to do is tie
all these itens back to the exercise evaluation process.

The first approach is the results oriented exercise
eval uation process. Currently, the evaluation process consists
of thirty-three objectives which were introduced in Septenber of
1991. They do contain a sizeable nunber of points of review
whi ch nmuch be successfully denponstrated to neet the requirenents
of each objective. As nost of you know, this is a very
structured process and | eaves very little latitude for the
eval uator. The proposed process is what we've terned the
"Results Oriented Exercise Evaluation Process" . |t does have a
reduced nunber of objectives. The checklist format is gone, and
the objectives are nuch nore broad in nature. This proposa
allows the players to conplete an activity without foll owing a
specific checklist. For exanple, if a emergency nanagenent
deci sion was nmade to performa certain enmergency response
function, and that decision did not necessarily follow the plan
as far as procedures, responsibilities or resources, but the

appropri ate deci sion was made and conpl eted, that would not be an
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exercise issue. This certainly gives the players much nore
latitude to reach a desired outcone. Evaluators would
concentrate on the outcome of the exercise participation and not
the nmeans to conplete a task

The second option which was discussed in quite a bit of

detail earlier, was to have an increased focus on the
radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP. Evaluators would concentrate nore
on the radiol ogi cal objectives and | ess on the non-radiol ogi cal
obj ectives. Those non-radiol ogical objectives could be
denmonstrated and/ or observed by other means, such as credit for
real events, other non-REP exercises and staff assistance visits.

Some of the points of review and objectives do focus on response
procedures and capabilities which apply to any type of energency,
such as fires, flooding, tornado and other natural and
technol ogi cal hazards. |In addition, sone of these objectives are
routinely conducted by energency responders during the various
non- REP exerci ses, such as hazard material exercises, and
chem cal stockpile emergency preparedness exercises, and ot her
nat ural disaster exercises. Credit could be granted for these
actual responses and the exercise activity. The FEMA staff could
performstaff assistant visits on a regular basis to verify or
observe these efforts. Next slide.

The third approach is the Consolidation of Like

bj ectives. W all know, | think, by now, that simlarities

bet ween obj ectives and repeated experience in the exercise
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eval uati ons provi de evidence that several objectives can be
combi ned wi thout affecting the evaluation process. This
certainly would elimnate redundancy in the points of review and
shorten the exercise process, possibly reduce the nunber of
eval uators required at the exercise, and the cost of the
exerci se. Sone of those potential objectives that could be
conmbined are listed on the screen. There are certainly nore, but
those are just a fewto give you an idea of where we were headi ng
with this concept.

The forth approach is to update REP policy and
gui dance. And, basically the commenters felt that FEMA has not
done a very good job in updating the REP policy and gui dance
materials to reflect changes in the program Sone exanpl es woul d
be the change to the energency alert system and the issuance of

t he new EPA 400 Manual, Protective Action Guides. Another

concern was with the manual itself. The commenters felt that it
shoul d be designed to be user-friendly and easily updated with
page inserts.

In summary, | think our goal would be to create a
syst em whi ch woul d qui ckly adopt changes in the program and
desi gn an exerci se manual which can be easily updated. Next
sl i de.

The fifth approach would be to change the frequency of
obj ective denonstration. One of the options discussed would be

to start the exercise at the post-energency phase, and elimnate
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t he enmergency phase. The state and locals wuld |ike to have
that option. | think they all feel that we've probably beat to
death the energency phase of the exercise process, and they would
like to spend that tinme normally spent on that phase in
perform ng ot her objectives. Less Frequent Denonstration
of Sonme bjectives. Certainly the nost prom nent thene there was
medical drills. Medical drills, nost evaluators felt that
medi cal drills should be eval uated every two years, instead of on
an annual basis. More Frequent Denonstration of Sonme Objectives.
There was a | ot of concern or interest, | guess, wuld be a
better word, in conducting nore recovery and ingestion
objectives. And, again, this ties back to the first suggestion
on exercise phases; the state and locals would like to have at
| east the option to conduct those ingestion and recovery
objectives if they felt they needed to strengthen those areas.

The last itemthat was suggested to us, -- and nost
felt very strongly about this, was the Federal agency should play
nmore frequently during the ingestion exercises. Mst felt the
need to know nore about the Federal agency's roles and
responsibilities as it relates to their Federal Radi ol ogi cal
Emergency Plan. Next slide.

The sixth approach was Qut of Sequence Denonstration.
Currently, we do performa |lot of out of sequence denonstrations,
but there seened to be an interest to expand those objectives and

those facilities, that we do allow that to occur. O her
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activities that mght qualify for this would be nursing hones,
correctional centers, radiological |aboratories, ingestion field
teans, traffic and access control objectives, dose cal cul ati ons,

nmonitoring and decontanmination facilities, just to nmention a few

Anot her suggestion was to also do the plunme and
i ngestion out of sequence. A lot of conmenters felt that trying
to cram those many objectives in two days was
quite, -- too much, and it didn't allow themto actually
concentrate on the objectives and perform ng those functions.
They would like to see the ingestion portion possibly done during
the off years. Do the plunme phase the first year and the
i ngestion phase the second year.

Anot her area of concern was the feedback that FEMA
provi des during the post-critiques. There were a |ot of concern,
-- there was a lot of concern that FEMA doesn't do a very good
job in this area. They would like to see i medi ate feedback
provided to the players immediately follow ng the determ nation
of the drill or the exercise, while the players are all there and
their, -- the exercise is fresh on their mnds. They would
certainly like to see nore enphasis put on the positive things
acconpli shed, and, -- along with the concerns.

Anot her issue that was recommended to us was the |ssue
Correction. The suggestion was made that the issues could be

corrected as soon as they're identified. For exanple, if the
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eval uator had a concern with the nonitoring procedures, for
exanpl e, at an energency worker nonitoring decontam nation
station; it's possible that the evaluator, in conjunction with
the state, could provide sone on the spot training and
redenonstrate an objective while it's fresh on that player's
m nd. The issue could be docunented as an exercise issue in a
St andard Exercise Report, with a statement indicating that it has
been corrected and no further action is necessary. This would be
a positive and nore meani ngful experience, and it would result,
- a positive and nore meani ngful experience would result when
this questionable performance was identified and i mediately
corrected, instead of delaying denonstration until a later date.
As some of you know, sonetimes that's not done for up to two
years.

A seventh approach is to expand the exercise credit.
Currently, there are only two objectives that actually qualify
for exercise credit, that's of f-hours and unannounced drills. |
believe there has been sone flexibility in the regions to expand
some of those objectives, but the comenters felt that they would
like to expand that greatly to include objectives such as
mobi lization, facilities and equi pnent, conmunications, nedia
information, runor controls, schools, traffic and access control
just to nention a few

One of the other concerns that were raised was that

FEMA shoul d devel op a standard inpl enentati on gui deline that
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clearly identified the objectives that would qualify for exercise
credit, and they require docunentation that they need to submt.
Next sl i de.

The | ast approach is sort of consolidation of some of
the previous topics we've discussed. There was a
concern, -- overall concern, that we shoul d devel op an
alternative evaluation approach in lieu of the formal exercise
eval uati on process that we currently have now. One of the itens
suggested was to, -- and you've heard a | ot about this already
this norning, was for FEMA to conduct staff assistance visits.
And they coul d conduct personal interviews with players during
these staff assistance visits, during training sessions and out
of sequence drills and exercises, to verify credit for these
obj ectives denonstrated during other activities.

Qut of Sequence Eval uations, we tal ked about that
earlier. Again, they would like to see those objectives that
qualify for that to be expanded. Possibly, include doing sone of
those out of sequence evaluations; instead of within the one week
wi ndow that we typically do out of sequence eval uations, perform
some of those objectives and facility denonstrations during the
of f years.

Credit for Actual Events, we've discussed that. Let's
expand those objectives that can qualify for credit.

Annual Letters of Certification should be expanded to

include itenms such as nonitoring equi pnent mai ntenance and
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calibration dates, personal dosinetry operability and mai ntenance
records, potassiumiodide requirenents and shelf life,

comuni cation drill results and sel f-assessnent reports. These

el enments, -- these objectives, could be

done through the Annual Letter of Certification, could be
addressed in lieu of the formal exercise evaluation process. And
verification of sone of these objectives could be submtted in

t he Annual Letter of Certification, and/or acconplished by staff
assi stance visits.

The last itemis Self-Assessnent. There are sone sites
where jurisdictions below the county | evel do participate. The
proposal there is that, -- let's allow those organi zati on bel ow
the county level to performself- assessnents and self-
eval uati ons. Those denonstrations, and the results of those
denonstrations, could be docunented in the Annual Letter of
Certification as nentioned earlier. That concludes our
denonstration, -- or comments.

MR, AUMAN: Thanks, Bob. Questions, please?

(Ms. Drey, Standing For Question)

MR, AUMAN: Yes.

V5. DREY: My nane is Kay Drey. |I'ma citizen from
St. Louis. Could you please describe the ingestion and recovery
exerci ses, and also the plune and ingestion denonstration?

V5. LAMB: The ingestion and recovery phase of an

exercise involves a 0 to 10, -- to 50 mle EPZ around a nucl ear
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power plant, and basically deals with the ingestion of food
products and the possible contam nation of those food products
and the steps we would take, or the state and | ocal governnent
woul d take to protect the citizens fromingesting those types of
food products. The recovery phase, the recovery reentry and
return phase, deals with the identification and the possibility
of emergency actions that nmust be taken to reenter an area that
may not have been contami nated, to stay away from an area that
may be contami nated, and all the actions that would be required
to inplenment those protective actions for the public.

The plunme phase of the exercise deals with the
energency part of the exercise, and denonstrates the capability
to protect the citizens living within a O to 10 mle area of a
nucl ear power plant, and all those activities |eading up to, and
protecting, evacuating those people out of harns' way, so that
there is no possible threat of their receiving radi ol ogi ca
cont am nati on

MR,  AUMVAN: Any ot her questions?

(Ms. Paice, Standing For Question)

MR, AUMAN: Yeah

V5. PAI CE: My name is Sandra Paice from Nebraska
Enmer gency Managenent. And the one question that | have is in the
alternative evaluati on approach there was nothi ng nentioned about
possi bly using other nenbers of state staffing your region. Say,

lowa is in our region, having their staff conme as evaluators, as
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opposed to using FEMA evaluators all the tine. Can you clarify,
is that a possibility as an alternative approach to eval uati ons?

VMR Bl SSELL: Yes. That has been discussed by the
commttee, and was set up as a separate focus topic, which we're
currently working on.

MR AUVAN: Go ahead.

MR. MORRI S: |'"'mKevin Morris, with Detroit Edi son
You nentioned, M. Bissell, self-assessnents would be, -- could
be utilized by governnment organizations below the county |evel.
I'"'mcurious why you didn't, -- why you're not nentioning themfor
use at the county or state level? As you know, the NRC relies
very heavily on self-assessnents in their determ nation of the
adequacy off-site energency preparedness prograns.

MR Bl SSELL.: Well, there were a few comments
addressing that very issue. And sone of the feedback we received
in Kansas City, indicated that resource nay be a problemfor the
state and locals to provide a sort of a self-assessnent, and al so
participate in the exercise. But, that certainly is an issue
that's open for discussion

MR,  AUMVAN: Any ot her?

VMR Bl SSELL: Jan wants to speak

MR,  AUMVAN: I"'msorry. Go ahead.

M5. LANMB: There's a reason to | ook at those areas
bel ow the county | evel because of the resources needed to

eval uate these locations. But, in the commpnweal th, sometines
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the state | aw dermands that nunicipalities | ower than the county
| evel participate in exercises, even though these jurisdictions
may not have any lead roles in the response, they are the first
responders. So, the state | aw demands that they have an
energency response plan, and, therefore, it's required that any
entity within the energency response plan be eval uated during
that full-scale exercise. That is extrenmely difficult,
especially in Region 3 in Pennsylvania, where many of our
eval uati on teans exceed seventy people.

MR,  AUMAN: Any ot her questions?

(No Verbal Response)

MR,  AUMAN: Ckay. Thanks, Bob, Janet and Wbodi e.

| ast Concept Paper will be Del egated State, which will be

presented by Steve Borth and Rosemary Hogan.
DELEGATED STATE CONCEPT PAPER

M5, HOGAN: "' m Rosemary Hogan. |'mfrom NRC
Headquarters, the Incident Response Division. And ny coll eague
is Steve Borth from FEMA' s Enmergency Managenent |nstitute.

The Del egated State Concept was an i dea conceived in
our January mneeting based on several thenmes that we received in

the Federal Register comments. It is a different concept, but

has a precedence in other federal prograns. But, it would still
all ow FEMA to make the reasonabl e assurance finding to the NRC
If approved, this paper would need to have many of the details

i npl emented. Unlike the other three Concept Papers, there are
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fewer details included in this concept. Delegated state status
woul d be given to a site. The site would be, -- already have
their (350) approval as a baseline to apply for this status. The
Annual Letter of Certification that currently exists would incur
an increased | evel of inportance. It would be the vehicle that
FEMA uses to determ ne whether there was a reasonabl e assurance
finding. States would include all of the details of their
program as they have inplenented throughout the year in the
Annual Letter of Certification. FEMA could provide sone limted
suppl emrental verification of the information provided in that
letter.

There woul d be an application process for any state or
site that would wish to becone a del egated state. This would be
-- include a request fromthe governor or his designee, including
the request for the application and including all of the
i nformation that would be required. The program woul d be
voluntary. The State would continue to conduct exercises. The
Annual Letter of Certification would be a standardized format
that does need to be developed. It could include information
that already exists. It would include the Exercise Report and
corrective actions, and any plan updates that had been
i npl emrent ed t hroughout that year. The Annual Letter of
Certification would i ncur some increased inportance because it
woul d be the vehicle that FEMA uses to make their overal

finding. FEMA would rate each function in the letter and
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determ ne whether it was acceptable; acceptable with
recommendations for inprovenent; or unacceptable. Based on those
functional assessnents FEMA could nake an overall finding that
reasonabl e assurance exists; reasonabl e assurance exi sts, but the
program does need i nprovenent; reasonabl e assurance does not
exist. Then the State would have to provide a corrective action
programto inprove those areas. FEMA could nonitor those by
provi di ng supplenental visits. |If those actions were not
corrected, FEMA could | ose, -- could take away the del egated
state status.

One of the major functional differences in this concept
is that the states would do their own eval uati on of exerci ses.

As designed, this would include their evaluators that woul d be
trained to, -- under a proposed program and neeting certain
criteria. They could be evaluators fromstate, |ocal or others,
as the State designed in their program And FEMA coul d provide
some suppl enental evaluators if requested by the state.

Anot her function of the Del egated State Program woul d
be the credit policy. Now, that was discussed in a previous
paper, but this credit policy could also be applied to the
Del egated State Concept. And that would be a situation where the
state could deternmine that an actual event could qualify for sone
credit, and they would describe that in their Annual Letter of
Certification, to be reviewed by FEMA. |If FEMA thought that

there were any problens with the use of that credit policy they
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could go back to the state and request sone information, or sone
suppl enrent al acti ons.

In addition to review ng the Annual Letter of
Certification, if there was any information in that that FEMA had
a gquestion about, they could al so go out and request sone
addi tional information fromthe state.

The periodic verifications that would be, -- result
fromthese reviews of specific aspects of the program coul d be
increased, if there was sone concern about the state performance,
or decreased if there was good perfornmance.

One of the details that woul d have to be addressed in
this, -- if this concept were recommended, would be the financi al
details. This could be a situation where the cost woul d increase
to the states, and, therefore, the funding of that would be of
great concern. FEMA coul d possibly pass through funding that it
receives; utilities could provide direct funding to the states;
the states could fund as a whole programon their own; or there
coul d be sone other conbinations or options.

Because this programwoul d be a very new concept, the
commttee believed that a pil ot programwoul d be appropriate.

So, a few states could be designated as pilot states and the
program woul d be inplenented in a phased-in program Any issues
or details that were addressed in this phased-in program could be
corrected in the inplenmentation phase, if this becane a ful

fl edged program
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States would not have to beconme a del egated state. |f
for whatever reason states felt that they were not an appropriate
candi date, they could remain as a non-del egated state in the
current REP Program as revised by other aspects of this
commttee. The negotiated extent of play for exercises would
continue, and the standard letter, -- the Annual Letter of
Certification, as may be revised by this strategic review, would
be used.

Sone advantages to states that choose to be a del egated

state, of course, one of the thenmes in the Federal Register

comments was i ndependence and flexibility, and the states know
better how to inplenent their program This Del egated State
Concept woul d provide those opportunities for the state.
Procedures and the nethods that a state would use would be their
own. That could provide sone increased ownership of the program

It could be | ess costly, depending on how a state inplenents the
program The standardi zed Letter of Certification would have an
i ncreased | evel of inportance, and there could be sone
streanm ining on the part of FEMA, because fewer staff would be
needed to eval uate exercises and to nonitor the program

There's sonme potential disadvantages, too. Because

this programis new, the costs are unknown. The perception of
sel f-eval uation could be, -- nean that the program coul d be
perceived as |less effective. The current resources either in

the, -- in the state could be insufficient. And both FEMA and
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state staff would certainly have changing roles, which could
provi de sonme grow ng pains. The FEMA staff in the regions would
have to conduct two prograns, the Del egated State Program and a
Revi sed REP, -- traditional REP Program

So, that's all | have. If there are any further
guesti ons?

MR,  AUMVAN: Thank you, Rosemary. Do we have any
guesti ons?

(M. Rospenda, Standing For Question)

MR,  AUMAN: Yes, please.

MR. ROSPENDA: Bob Rospenda, Argonne Nati onal
Laboratory. FEMA is noving towards this Partners in Preparedness
Programw th the states and | ocal governnents, and apparently
this will require less oversight by FEMA. Due to the regulatory
nature of FEMA's REP Program does FEMA feel that there are any
special policies or nmethods that it will have to undertake to
still be able to make determ nati ons of reasonable assurance for
the public safety?

MR. BORTH: I nsofar as we've exam ned the issue of
changes to regul ati ons or other kinds of policy-type docunents,
the foundation of this programis such that we believe it could
enable FEMA to still provide those reasonabl e assurance findings
to the NRC, just actually, through a little different nmeans of
gathering that data. Currently, as you all are well aware, our

primary met hod of doing so is through exercise evaluation. And
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the way this concept is presented, the exercise evaluation
becones less of a factor as far as FEMA' s actual participation,
and sonme of those other areas which have not received too nuch
focus on in recent years, becone a little nore inmportant. And

t hose woul d be revi ewed through the Annual Letter of
Certification and suppl enental verifications. So, | think we, --
as we've devel oped this concept, we feel that it would still
enabl e FEMA to provi de those reasonabl e assurance docunents, or
findi ngs.

MR,  AUMAN: Any ot her questions?

(No Verbal Response)

MR,  AUMAN: In that case, we're well ahead of
schedule. What we're going to do is we're going to take a break
for fifteen mnutes. Wen we conme back the, -- there will be a
panel menber from each of the four Concept Papers up here, and
we' |l begin taking your comrents and responses at that tine.
It's now 10: 30, we'll begin at 10:45. There is coffee avail able
downstairs, and, of course, the bathroons are right across the
| obby out there. Thank you

(Wher eupon, at 10:30 a.m, the nmeeting was recessed, to

reconvene this sanme day at 10:50 a.m)

MR,  AUMAN: If | could ask people to start taking
their seats, we'll get started with the responses then
(Pause)

PUBLIC COMMENT
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MR.  AUMAN: Ckay. We have panelists fromeach of the
four Concept Papers here, -- and up front. W'IlIl take your
prepared comments now. Again, we would ask you, again, please
preface your comments with your nane and your affiliation. W
woul d ask you to again, limt your comments to five mnutes, but
if you want to conme back again, that's fine, too; we have plenty
of tine tolisten to coments. So, tinme is really not an issue
today. And, again, we would ask you to conme up to the
m crophone, for the Recorder's sake, as well as your coll eagues
and the panelist nenbers as well. So, we are ready to hear your
comments. Wio would like to start?

MR. BLACKMON: My nane is Terry Blacknon. 1'mthe
Emer gency Preparedness Director for Of-Site Preparedness of
Conmonweal t h Edi son.

Com Ed stresses that as the process proceeds it is
i mperative to assure that 44 CFR 350 approval is retained for al
sites currently having approval. No changes to the program
shoul d invalidate or possibly challenge the existing approvals.
Exercise streamining is the area where there is nost to be
gai ned. An out cone-based process shoul d be enphasized. Plants
wi t hout 44 CFR 350 approval should be required to neet all
objectives, with a finding that public health and safety can be
assured. Plants with 44 CFR 350 approval should be all owed
maxi mum fl exi bility and should be evaluated fromthe | essons

| earned, contribute to assurance of the public health and safety.
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The focus on radiol ogical functions can be acconplished
as part of an integrated program The Exercise Eval uati on Manua
shoul d assess only those conponents that are unique to
radi ol ogi cal energency response, or have a direct inpact on
public health and safety. Conponents that are generic to all-
hazards energency preparedness need not be continually
reassessed.

The partnership should be the basis for the findings of
reasonabl e assurance of public health and safety. FEMA has
chosen to eval uate exercises of a response capability. It is
suggested that a review and audit of activities detailed in the
Annual Letter of Certification be used as the basis for ongoing
claims of reasonabl e assurance. The basis for w thdrawal of 44
CFR 350 approval should be made on an overal |l program assessnent,
not on the result of a single exercise.

Del egated State shoul d be del ayed for consideration
until nore effective priorities can be inplenented.

Most of the issues revolving around the REP Program can
be resolved with very basic changes. First, either nake the 44
CFR 350 approval process neaningful, or elimnate the process.

Second, eval uation of the program should be based on
the sixteen criteria of the NuReg-0654. Findings that have no
direct basis in the NuReg criteria should be presented as

i nprovenents only.
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Third, develop an in-depth evaluator certification
program The eval uator certification program should focus on
observation skills. The certification program should concentrate
on the sixteen criteria and not on the detail ed checklist.

Eval uators shoul d be taught to focus heavily on | ocal plan and
procedure reviews in preparation for evaluation

Four, allow maximumflexibility in the selection of
exerci se objectives. bjectives should be sel ected based on what
is to be learned fromthe exercise, rather than denpnstration of
known capabilities.

The following are a variety of events that can provide
positive | earning experiences without resulting in negative
training: fast-breaking scenario, unusual event or alert, with a
rel ease; site energency, wth rel ease, or no rel ease, and
recovery; general enmergency with protective action
reconmendati ons and no rel ease; plant events conbined with
eart hquakes and tornados where off-site has the greater damage.

A key evaluation criterion should be, as the | esson's |earned,
i nprove the capability to provide or assure public health and
safety.

Fifth, elimnate fifteen mnute criteria as part of the
eval uati ons. In the Statenents of Consideration, Part 50, dated
August 19, 1980, the NRC stated, "Mreover, there may never be an
accident requiring use of the fifteen mnute notification

capabilities". The industry has no problemw th the fifteen
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mnute criteria as a requirenent of capability, it is concerned
about its application to the exercise evaluation process. Wen
the fifteen mnute criteria is applied to non- fastbreaking
scenarios, it generates confusion of a realistic tine frane, it
generates errors of public information, which could be nore
detrinental than any delay in notification, and adds to negative
training. It is clear fromthe Statements of Consideration that
the fifteen mnute capability should have limted application in
t he exercise eval uation process.

Six, require all applicable objectives to be
denmonstrated at some site within the six year cycle. A few
counties and a nunber of states are inpacted by nore than one
pl an. These entities should have the flexibility to select as
many or as few objectives as needed to neet the above-stated
requirenment. |If the decision-nmaking process works at one site,
there's no reason why the sanme process should not work at another

site.
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Seven, elim nate objectives that are not unique to REP.

The requirenent for a nmedical capability is not a REP- unique
requirement. Wth the concerns for nuclear terrorism the
program for handling radiologically contam nated injured shoul d
be broader based.

Ei ght, Review REP-14 and 15 agai nst NuReg-0654,
FEMA REP-1 criteria. For exanmple, the itens listed on the
Performance Review 3.2, page 3-1 of FEMAN REP-15 has no valid
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reference in the NuReg.

Ni ne, conbi ne exercise objectives. That's already been
di scussed.

Techni cal advice to FEMA, -- Item El even. ['msorry,
Item Ten. Elimnate as many points of review as it is reasonable
to do. Many of the points of review are unnecessary. For
exanpl e, Point of Review 1.5 has no basis in NuReg. The issue is
whet her or not personnel can be notified, not how, nobilized, not
how.

El even, technical advice to FEMA should cone fromthe
appropri ate federal agencies, not fromcontractors. FEMA shoul d
revitalize the Regional Assistance Committees and elimnate
reliance on contractors. Contractors have a self-serving
notivation behind their advice and evaluations. The individuals
provi ded by RAC nmenbers for evaluators, should not be contractors
to those agencies. Fully using the RAC is another way for
federal responders to remain famliar with how states, |ocals and
utilities will respond. Federal response will be enhanced by the
know edged gai ned and nai nt ai ned t hrough observati on by Regi onal
Assi stance Comm ttee menbers. Thank you.

MR,  AUMAN: Thank you.

(M. Seebart, Standing For Question)
MR,  AUMAN: Pl ease, sir.
MR. SEEBART: Good norning. M nane is Dave Seebart,

and |'mrepresenting Wsconsin Public Service Corporation. |1've
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been the Energency Preparedness Supervisor at the Kewaunee

Nucl ear Power Plant since 1981. 1'd like to thank you for the
opportunity to speak this nmorning and recogni ze you for your
ability to recognize a need for change, for the effort you've put
intoit so far, and for taking on the challenges that, -- yet to
be faced.

I'"ve followed this process since the beginning and the
one thing that's nost gratifying to me has been the general unity
of purpose between state, county and utilities. Yes, there are
variations across the nation. There are variations in capability
and know edge | evel, but we seemto cone back to the sanme conmon
themes. And | think you' ve identified and are addressing those,
t hat shoul d be commended.

In nmy view, there are about three inportant areas that
need to be focused on. First of all, is, we need a joint FEMA
and NRC effort on an exercise of realism realismof scenari os.
Up to this point, we have used very conservative doses estimate
prograns to generate dose nunbers in the public for emergency
response. Many tinmes those are very high conpared to the rea
rel ease that could be generated froma plant. And often, and
very typically, when field teans bring their nore realistic
nunbers in for assessnent, they' re |lower than those projections.

So, that the high nunbers are what are heard first, and that's
what the public is exposed to. W need to bring radi ol ogi cal

rel ease values into reason
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We do have the capability plant by plant, conditions to
decl are energenci es where that would force an evacuati on w t hout
radi ol ogi cal nunmbers. W' ve done that in the past and we' ve
denmonstrated that evacuation capability. W have the neans,

Wi thout putting up excessively high nunbers. Realistic
radi ol ogi cal nonitoring and assessnent can be done and
denmonstrated with | ower radiol ogi cal nunbers. As a matter of
fact, we feel it's nore difficult to denonstrate that there is no
radi ol ogical threat, than there is a major threat. So, ability

to show that capability is there with realistic rel ease nunbers.

Compl i ance- based exerci ses cause conflict, and gives us
fal se sense of response tinmes for exercises, in that our
operators are licensed and personally accountable for health and
safety of the public. Their goal is to put the plant in a safe
shutdown condition. They're held personally responsible for
doing that, and that is their goal. Mny tines in conpliance-
based exercises we have to hold up that process to allow the
state and counties to denonstrate their objectives. This is not
good training for our operators, nor is it a realistic portraya
of how the off-site agencies would have to respond. Sl ow
responses, slow building in enmergency situations; | fully believe
in nmy experience, that the operators will prevent a health threat
to the public, put the plant in a safe condition, safe shutdown,

and prevent the need for general emergency in a slow noving

CARTER TRANSCRI PTI ON & REPORTI NG, | NC.
(314) 231-2611




© 00 N oo o A W DN P

N DN N NN R P R R R R R R R R
a M~ W N P O ©O 0O N O O M W N B+ O

59

event. That doesn't nean that fastbreaking, Act of God situation
can't happen. In that case, we have to be ready to deal with it
inthe tinme frame that it dictates, not us. W do have in place
predesi gnated protective action reconmendati ons for the

fast breaki ng event. W should concentrate our tine on our
confidence level in those protective action guidelines, and in
the confidence in inplenenting in a tinmely manner for that

f ast br eaki ng event.

Secondly, looking at the skill and professionalism of
hundreds of volunteers in the state and county levels, -- yes,
there's a |l ot of response, -- energency response professionals

who participate, but, there are also hundreds of vol unteers who
take part. Over the |ast decade and a half, these people have
been increasing their skill and know edge to a very high | evel
They are stakeholders in their conmmunities. They want to do a
good job. They want to be able to say honestly, "W can protect
our friends and nei ghbors in our community" . And many tines, in
the area of self-assessnent, they're nore critical of thenselves
t han any outside observer could be. So, | think we have the
potential where we can, to use self-assessnent, allow the people
to nonitor thenselves and audit their results to ensure that that
general |evel of preparedness is there.

The third area is our ability to inplement self-
assessnment. | hope you realize the overpowering benefit of self-

assessnment that's out there for positive change. Know edgeable
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assessors coming in froma regional basis of peers, bring their
know edge to the community they talk to, just as you have in the
past. The opposite side of that is the innovation they see by
observation cane back to their comunities. So, there is a w n-
win. Yes, they can assess and help evaluate, they bring their
know edge, but anything they see, they take back to their own
conmmunities and inplenent. So, the benefits are far reaching to
set up a nmechanismto allowthemto do it.

Finally, the point 1'd like to make is, the FEMA/ NRC
partnership, we need to exist in this whole review process and
change. For years the utility, -- when we conduct an exercise
it's viewed as a test, a test of our capabilities. And our
operators take that seriously. Atest to them is do everything
right, do it as pronptly and effectively as possible, put the
pl ant in safe shutdown condition and not have the rel ease of
radi oactive material. State and counties, because of conpliance-
based exerci ses have had to say, "Please, give us an hour or an
hour and a half, to show this function". It makes it very
difficult to generate a realistic scenari o when we have those two
conflicting views.

So, as you deliberate over your findings and | ook for
ways and net hodol ogi es, ny request to you is that the FEMA/ NRC
partnership is as strong as possible, so that our ability to
generate scenari os and exercise situations that the plant and the

of f-site agencies can respond to, are as realistic as possible,
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and we prepare ourself for the real event. Thank you very nuch

MR.  AUMAN: Thank you. Next person

MR, YARCSZ: Good norning. M nane is Billy Yarosz.
I"ma Supervisor of Emergency Planning at the Power Station at
I1linois Power Company. | would like to echo a couple of things
that Dave said. | think you should be comended for the
undertaki ng that you're doing here today, as far as the FEMA
reviewis concerned. 1'd also, -- alot of ny cooments you've
al ready addressed, you've already commented on those, and sone of
nmy col | eagues have already commented on, but | think it should be
enphasi zed.

We agree that FEMA should be | ooking at the reasonabl e
assurance of the health and safety of the general public as an
objective. But we feel that in the past it's been a one-way
street, and then |ooking strictly at the exercise to nake that
determ nation. W feel it should be a two-step process, and it
shoul d be conpliance with the regulation, as well as perfornmance
of the emergency response organi zation. Conpliance with the
regul ati ons can be done through the (350) approval process,

t hrough plan revisions, through the Annual Letter of
Certification of certification, which I think you re already
doi ng, through audits and inspections and through self-
assessnents.

As far as the performance of the energency response

organi zation goes, that will still be through the graded
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exerci ses performed every other year. However, we feel that a

| ot of the non-radiological aspects should be taken out of those
whenever possible. Also, the use of |ess evaluators would be
beneficial, however, those evaluators should be better trained,
and they should be results-oriented, instead of conpliance-
oriented. And, also, the use of a realistic or nore probable
events, enphasizing on past weaknesses that were identified by
maybe a nore previous exerci se where we | earned how to address

t hese.

And as far as Concept Paper goes, we feel that there
are really only two issues here, and that two of the Concept
Papers can be conbined into one. The Exercise Stream ining and
the REP versus the all-hazard, really is one issue. And then the
Part nership and Del egated States, is really another issue,
therefore, the two issues will be addressed. W feel that the
Exercise Stream ining should be the one that is focused on first,
and then after any actions or determ nations fromthat, then you
shoul d focus again on the Partnership and the REP

Finally, as far as the exercise deficiencies go, we
feel that there are sonme objectives that can be comnbi ned or
consol i dated. W could remove sone of the non-radiol ogi ca
obj ectives. The nedical objectives probably shouldn't be as
frequent as every exercise. And, again, the use of better
screeni ng eval uators, again, |looking at results; did the

partici pants adequately protect the health and safety of the
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public? And that's what we're |looking at. Thank you

MR.  AUMAN: Thank you. Next person

V5. DREY: My name is Kay Drey. |I'mfrom St. Louis.
I'"'mnot clear what the purpose of today's public neeting is.
First, I would like to ask a question. Can sonebody tell ne the
date when the public notice of the San Francisco neeting and this
St. Louis neeting, and the D.C. neeting tonorrow, when the notice

appeared in the Federal Register?

MR,  AUMAN: Does somebody have a copy of it?

M5. MARTI N: Novenber 18t h.

MR, AUMAN: |'"msorry?

M5. MARTI N: Novenber 18t h.

MR, AUMAN: Novenber 18t h.

V5. DREY: Novenber 18th. | know that the advisory

went out the day after Thanksgi ving, which was just this past
Friday. Most citizens do not have access to the Federa
Register, we don't read it on a regular basis. It's hardly,
t hi nk, an adequate notice for a public hearing, especially if
there are only three in the whole country.

The St. Louis organization, with which I am associ at ed,
the Coalition for the Environnent, was an intervenor in the
Cal | oway Nucl ear Power Plant |icensing procedure before the NRC,
and has been a denonstrated stakehol der for twenty-five years,
yet the Coalition For The Environment was not notified of today's

meeting. | amalso a Board nenber of the Nuclear Information and
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Resource Service in Washington, D.C., and that group al so was not
i nformed of these hearings, including the one tonorrow. |

| earned of today's neeting only because one of our public radio
reporters phoned nme two days ago, when he, too, first |earned of
this nmeeting. And it seens to ne, -- it |ooks |ike nost of the

people in the audi ence today seemto be here fromvarious m dwest

electric utility conpanies. | assune they were notified | onger
ago than just two days. But, | just want to make the point that
I think the citizen input, -- there's no way to hope to have

citizen input, if the citizens aren't infornmed of a neeting.

I would also like to say that | hope the Federa
Enmer gency Managenent Agency, FEMA, will maintain an active
presence in the oversight of the energency response plans at our
commerci al nucl ear power plants. | know that FEMA found sone
deficiencies at the Union Electric drill in August, and as the
pl ants get ol der and the equi pnent is older, and a
lot, -- | think a lot nore, -- the hazard increases. And | think
we need nore federal supervision and oversight, not |ess.

I think that volunteers can do a great deal, but |
think they are Iimted, and even the professional people have
some, | think, msconceptions about radiation. Wen we were
concerned here in St. Louis, about the Three-Mle Island fue
t hat was shi pped through St. Louis, about two dozen shipments by
train, and | realize you' re talking just about power plants that

are in one place, we, -- | spoke with a ot of people. At that
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time we were responsi ble as County officials here in St. Louis
County, for radioactive accidents. And | was given their Fire
Servi ces Radi ol ogi cal Enmergency Response Manual, and on page 28
it says,

"The exclusion zone is where the radi oactive

materials are | ocated, or suspected to be

| ocated. The buffer zone is a work area

whi ch may becone contam nated as the

operations continue" .
Operations, meaning for evacuati on.

"The cold zone is outside the operationa

area and is definitely non-contamn nat ed.

These zones may be delineated in a nunber of

ways. The nost satisfactory nmethod is to

use barriers. However, if rope is not

i mredi ately avail able, an imaginary |ine can

be used, as I ong as everyone under st ands

what it is and what it nmeans."
And | have experiences also at that tinme when | called our County
Enmer gency Managenent Office and, -- to find, -- | just asked a

sinmpl e question, "Wat does the Geiger counter have to read for

you to make a decision that you will evacuate an area?" And he
said, "Well, we'll have to wait until the health physicist gets
to the scene". So, | think we are, -- | think as citizens we

have a lot of legitinmte questions and concerns. | have worked

CARTER TRANSCRI PTI ON & REPORTI NG, | NC.
(314) 231-2611




© 00 N oo o A W DN P

N DN N NN R P R R R R R R R R
a M~ W N P O ©O 0O N O O M WOWN B+ O

66

with the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmmi ssion for a long tine, and with
the Departnment of Energy, and | feel they're trying to do a good
job, but | also feel that as citizens maybe we have a little nore
confort in an agency that's not pronoting nuclear facilities. |If
there were no nucl ear engines, there would be no nucl ear
engi neers, and so forth. So, you are all responsible for
energency managenent, and | |like the confort of having this
addi tional |ayer. Thank you

MR,  AUMAN: Thank you very nuch. Any other coments?

(No Verbal Response)

MR, AUMAN: No? If we're done, I'lIl turn it back over
to Anne Martin. Yes, maybe we do have anot her one.

MR. BLACKMON: A coupl e of additional comments. As
you were tal king today and going through this, one of the things
that strikes ne, if | were FEMA, |ooking at a bigger picture and
a longer term FEMA needs to |look at the total exercise program

You know, some of our counties are involved with has-been
exercises and drills, SESA (phonetic), a nunber of different
requirenments. They cone together on
a, -- sonetimes very close together, and taxes the sane resources
over and over again. And | think one of the things that you need
to look at long term beyond the REP Strategic Review, is a total
exerci se programfor state and counties, so that you can
integrate all the exercising and drills that's done and nake sure

that you' ve got across the board capability, regardl ess of what
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the disaster is. And that that's being evaluated and drilled in
a nost efficient manner. Because right now you' ve got different
prograns that butt heads with one another for the sane
scheduling, -- | nean, for the sane resources at tines. And
think that's a bigger picture to |look than just this program

I just came from an exercise yesterday at Zion
(phonetic); one thing that really stood out to me was just to
enphasi ze the, -- what | believe is sone of the usel essness of
the check lists that are currently being used. The eval uator
went over, near the end of the exercise, and asked about the
energency power source for the State Enmergency Operation Center.
And since they, -- this is the second exercise in the sanme year
I'msure that question was asked at the previous exercise. The
buil ding hasn't changed. It hasn't changed for a nunber of
years. So, unless you have sone change |ike that, you don't need
to ask sone of those basic questions over and over again. And
think those itens are very easily deleted and shoul dn't take
not hing away fromthe health and safety of the public just
because the process becones a little nore efficient.

MR,  AUMVAN: Thank you. Do you have his name and
affiliation?

THE COURT REPORTER: (No verbal response.)

MR, AUMAN: |'"msorry?

THE COURT REPORTER: No, I was going to, --

MR,  AUMVAN: I"'msorry. Could I have your nane and
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t hat .
MR. BLACKMON: Terry Bl acknon, Comobnweal t h Edi son.
MR,  AUMAN: Thanks. Any other |ast thoughts?
(No Verbal Response)
MR, AUMAN: No? Anne.
MS. MARTI N: Thank you, Rick. And I'd like to thank
each one of you for joining us today. | would like to note that

the Federal Register notice of the neeting was gi ven on Novenber

the 18th. Also, on our FEMA hone page, our FEMA web site, the
REP hone page; if you're not famliar with that, there's a |l arge
sign as you cane into the building, giving you the specific
address. In fact, -- no, it's not in this slide, but it is on
the, -- at the front door, giving the specific web site address.
Thi s announcement was there at the sane tine that the
arrangenents were made for the neeting, and all of the comrents
fromthis neeting, as | nmentioned earlier, fromall the public
meetings, will be posted on the web site.

In closing, | would like to thank John MIler and his
staff, the staff of Region 7, for hosting this neeting, for

making all of the arrangenents. | also would like to show

68

appreciation to our RAC Chairs, Wodie Curtis, Larry Earp and Bob

Bissell, for the mdwest territory here. | would also ask if you

have not signed in, we have sign-in sheets on the table at the
back of the room so if you would, please, be sure and give us
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your name and affiliation. Are you raising your hand?

COMVENT FROM THE FLOOR: Yes. WIIl we be able to get
copi es of the attendance sign-in sheets, -- the attendance list?

V5. MARTI N: We can probably put that on a web site,
since we don't have specific addresses. Yes ma'am

COMVENT FROM THE FLOOR: Are we al so going to be able
to get a copy of the slides? They went so fast | couldn't wite
fast enough.

MS. MARTI N: kay. And for the audience, let ne
repeat. Andrea, your question was, copies of the sign-in sheets,
and your question is, --

COMVENT FROM THE FLOOR: Copy of the slides.

V5. MARTI N: -- copy of the slides. | beg your
pardon. They are going to be on the web site.

COMVENT FROM THE FLOOR: They al ready are.

V5. MARTI N: They already are on the web site, but we
did not make any provisions to nmake hard copies. But they are at
the FEMA web site, and, again, that address, -- |
can, -- you can see one of our staff here may give you the
specific http address.

COMVENT FROM THE FLOOR: It's on the catal ogue.

M5. MARTI N: And it's on the easel at the front door.
Any ot her questions?

(No Verbal Response)
V5. MARTI N: Wul d the Steering Conmittee go towards
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the exit sign there (indicating).
(Parties Conply)

V5. MARTI N: Last opportunity. Also, while the
Steering Commttee is noving towards the door, | wll point out
this viewgraph is saying that today or this week, these public
meetings are not the last opportunity to make conmments. |If you
woul d, if you have any witten comments, if you have an
opportunity to think nore about what you heard today and woul d
like to nake sonme witten comments on them send witten coments
to this address (indicating). We're asking that they cone in
bef ore January the 1st, because of the, -- as you nay have noted
in the overview briefing, our intent is to propose prelimnary
recommendations in March. So, if you get themin before January,
we'll have an opportunity to consider those in our first neeting
for prelimnary recommendati ons. Ckay. Phil, w thout ny gl asses
I'"'mgoing to attenpt this, but if you have your address
and, -- or if you have your paper and pencil handy it's
http//ww. fema. gov/ pte/rep, R E-P. And that is where all the
proceedings of all the neetings will be posted. Also, any new
dates, any new events, they are posted as they happen. So, that
is the nost direct and fastest route to get information.

| would also note, that we learned, -- this is
a, -- | won't say I'mconputer illiterate, but, |I'mnot very
know edgeabl e, and | understand that a peculiarity of the web

site is that if you check it today and you see certain itens, and
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you check it tonorrow,

in actuality it has. There is refresh function,

readily apparent

So, if you would, please,

i s noted,

and t hat concl udes our

that refresh function, to get the very

71

it my look like it has not changed, but

so it's not

if there has been changes from week to week.

be sure to go through whatever process

| at est news.

On that, again, | thank you for being with us today,

territories. Thank you

11

public nmeeting for the m dwest

(Wher eupon, at 11:30 a.m, the neeting was concl uded.)
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State of M ssouri )
) SS.
Cty of St. Louis )

|, DEBORAH CARTER, a Notary Public in and for the State
of Mssouri, duly comm ssioned, qualified and authorized to
adm ni ster oaths and to certify public hearings and ot her [ egal
proceedi ngs, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a correct
transcript fromthe electronic sound recording of the proceedi ngs
inthe matter of the REP Program Strategi c Review, At-Large
St akehol ders Meeting, held Decenber 4, 1997, for the Federal
Emer gency Managenent Agency; Preparedness, Training and Exercises
Di vi si on.

| further certify that I am not an enpl oyee of the Federal

Enmer gency Managenent Agency nor related to nor interested in any
of the parties to whomthis hearing is addressed.

Wtness ny hand and notarial seal at

St. Louis, Mssouri, this day of

, 1997.
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